PRESENT: 


US-80-6 
UNIVERSITY SENATE 


Minutes of the Meeting of September 26, 1980 


Dr. J.W. O'Brien (Chairman); Dean M. Cohen; Dr. M. Singer; Dr. J.S. 
Daniel; Dean S.G. French; Prof. M.A. Malik; Prof. V.H. Kirpalani; Dean 
P. Simon; Prof. H.B. Ripstein; Prof. G.R. Curnew; Dean A. Emery; Prof. 
M. Stelcner; Mr. M.M. McAlear; Mr. G. Curnew; Mr. J. Revay; Ms. V. 
Colavincenzo; Ms. M. Picciano; Ms. A. Sohn; Prof. H. Fink; Prof. G. 
Gross; Prof. G. Adams; Dean D. Taddeo; Prof. J. Kornblatt; Prof. J.H. 
Whitelaw; Mr. C. Novati; Dr. R. Breen; Prof. T. Fancott; Dean M.N.S. 
Swamy; Prof. G.D. Xistris; Prof. J.C. Giguere; Prof. A. Russell; Prof. D. 
McKeen; Prof. S.P. Morris; Mr. A. Fahim; Prof. B.M. Petrie; Prof. B. 
Mangat; Prof. R. Tobias; Prof. J. Bhatnagar; Mr. U. Thomas; Ms. J.M. 
Ferguson; Prof. J. Locke; Prof. G.J. Trudel; Dean B. Counihan; Mr. K. 
Adams; Prof. S. Dubas; Prof. S. McEvenue 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Dr. P.E. Filion; Prof. A. Lauziere; Prof. E. Price 


80-8-1 


80-8-2 


80-8-3 


Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. 


Dr. O'Brien welcomed members and in particular, new members, to the 
first meeting of Senate for the 1980/81 session. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. BREEN, SECONDED BY DEAN SIMON, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF APRIL 25, 
MAY 22, MAY 23, AND AUGUST 7, 1980, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to the change in the location of the 
meeting. He explained that this resulted from some confusion in the room 
booking system at the P.S.B.G.M., whereby two separate meetings had 
been scheduled into the same room at the same time. 


Inasmuch as the Board has been very helpful over the years in making space 
available to the University, it seemed appropriate that we should change the 
location of the Senate meeting rather than making an issue over the matter. 


He further advised that he wished to postpone Chairman's Remarks on the 
Library construction outlook and on the matter of revising computer 
programmes related to the student information system, until later in the 
meeting, when it was expected that Graham Martin, Vice-Rector, 


80-8-4 


80-8-5 


80-8-6 


80-8-7 


Administration and Finance, who was at the moment attending a meeting of 
the Conference of Rectors, would arrive at the Senate meeting. 


Question Period 


Concerning an announcement which was made at the May 23, 1980 meeting 
of Senate, relating to the establishment of an award to be given to the 
winner of the Frosst Medal (item 80-6-45, page 41, minutes of the Senate 
meeting of May 23, 1980), it was wondered whether it was appropriate to 
give two awards to a winner of the same thing and if not, whether it was 
appropriate for the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council to accept 
the award from the Kan family. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that this was the kind of thing that the Fellowships, 
Scholarships and Awards Committee would be expected to take under 
consideration and he suggested that perhaps the question, in the first 
instance, should be referred to that body. Any action which might be 
required, could then be taken in the light of a report from that Committee. 


In response to a question as to whether any guidelines had been or would be 
drawn up by the Deans to ensure significant student input into the tenure 
process, as directed by the Board of Governors last year, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that this was a rather complicated issue and unless there was an 
on-the-spot answer available, he would take it as a notice of question for the 
next meeting, which could then be replied to more systematically. 


Senate was informed that, subsequent to the meeting of the Board of 
Governors, the particular resolution referred to was sent to all Deans 
informing them of the decision of the Board. 


In answer to a question concerning follow-up on responses to the decision 
of the Board of Governors, Dr. O'Brien advised that there had been no 
follow-up as yet. He pointed out that the decision was sent out late last year; 
that the University would not normally expect a response to, anything much 
over the summer months; and that it was a matter that would be followed up 
at some point in the Fall. He also felt that the question itself would ensure 
that the matter, in fact, would get followed up. 


Responding to a question concerning the amount of money spent by the 
University per year for repairs and maintenance of the escalators in the Hall 
Building, Dr. O'Brien stated that while it should be possible to find out, he 
doubted that there was anyone present at today's meeting who would be 
able to answer the question. An attempt would be made to get some 
information in time for the next meeting of Senate. 


Concerning enrolment statistics, Dr. O'Brien advised that it was as yet too 
early in the year to have anything other than a general overall impression 
and mid-October would be about the time when, what the University 
considered to be dependable figures, would be available. The general 
impression at the moment was that the enrolment for 1980181 was up. 


80-8-8 


80-8-9 


80-8-10 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Prof. Whitelaw reported that the four programmes which were presented to 
Senate last May, were duly forwarded to the Council of Universities. The 
Council was also informed that a Masters programme in Exercise Science 
would be submitted, but as it turned out, the programme was not finalized 
and the Council was notified accordingly. He also advised that 
C.L.E.S.E.C. was reviewing the C.E.G.E.P. programme structure, which 
ultimately may have a certain effect on the relationship between C.E.G.E.P. 
and University programmes and courses. He further stated that one of the 
major thrusts of the Committee, and of the Government, was to study the 
matter of quotas in programmes and this was an issue which caused much 
concern, particularly to C.E.G.E.P. people. This was an area that we could 
expect to be hearing about fairly frequently in the months ahead. 


With respect to Interim Reports on the Cumulative Percentage Average 
proposal, Dr. O'Brien explained that a proposal that a percentage average 
requirement be introduced by those Faculties who might wish to have it, 
was considered at the May 23, 1980 meeting of Senate. The proposal was 
referred to the Faculty Deans to take to their Faculty Councils, if they felt it 
was necessary to do so. It was also said at that meeting that it might take 
until December to actually receive thought out reactions, to collate the 
results, and to propose to Senate a definitive version of a percentage average 
system. While there was no expectation that things would be much 
advanced by September, nevertheless it was asked that interim reports as to 
where things were going should be made by the various Faculty Council 
Chairmen at this meeting of Senate. 


Dean Taddeo advised that, at its last meeting, the Arts and Science Faculty 
Council established a sub-committee to examine the question and a report 
would be expected soon. 


Dean Swamy advised that the Engineering Faculty Council considered this 
item at its last meeting and a one-man task force had been appointed to come 
up with a report by October 1980. 


Dean Emery advised that the proposed percentage average system would be 
considered at the next meeting of the Fine Arts Faculty Council, scheduled 
for October 3, 1980. 


It was noted that the proposal originated with the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration and consequently there was nothing to report from that 
Faculty. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that item V,n), - Human Ethics Committee, was put on 
the agenda at the request of Prof. J. Kornblatt. He drew Senate's attention 
to document US-80-8-D9, which was distributed at the beginning of the 
meeting. He asked Senators to add the document number to item V, n) of 
the agenda. 


Prof. Kornblatt advised that one of the reasons for requesting that this item 
be placed on the agenda was to make the University community aware of 
the existence of the Human Ethics Committee. He emphasized that the 
Committee was supposed to rule on all research which dealt with human 
subjects and which was funded by outside sources. He explained that the 
University was obliged to have such a committee because the Social 
Sciences and Humanities Research. Council, etc., insisted on an approach 
to research based on the principle that the rights and integrity of human 
subjects take precedence over the need to conduct research. For that 
purpose, a human subject was defined as any person who served as a 
source of raw or unformulated data, who was not also in the position of 
being one of the investigators. He further stated that while the Committee 
ruled on all funded research, it occurred to the members of the Committee 
that the University had a wider obligation with respect to any research that 
went on within its bounds and which dealt with human subjects. The 
Committee wished to advertise the fact that it would like to at least see 
protocols, research proposals, etc., that dealt in any way with research on 
human subjects. 


Prof. Kornblatt further explained that most of the things that the Committee 
ruled on were dealt with literally within seconds. He estimated that in 
perhaps two or three percent of the cases, the research dealt with some 
delicate topic and in those instances, the Committee worked to ensure that 
the rights of the subject were considered first and foremost. He stressed that 
what the Committee wished to avoid and worked very hard at avoiding, was 
getting in the way of anyone's work and the Committee bent over 
backwards to put things in the return mail as soon as possible, in order to 
ensure that the work could proceed in a relatively unimpeded fashion. 


He advised that in the near future, the Committee would be distributing an 
information packet to members of Senate, Faculty Councils, Departments, 
and to individual researchers, which would lay out the guidelines that the 
Committee followed. Those involved in funded or unfunded research, in 
which humans were a source of data, would be asked to provide their 
research protocols to the Committee for its comments and suggestions as to 
how the rights of the subjects might be better maintained. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien explained that the Human Ethics 
Committee was not a committee of Senate. Rather, it was a committee 
appointed by, and under the authority of, the Vice-Rector, Academic. He 
further advised that the reason that the Committee came into existence was 
not-that the University discovered some sudden concern for human ethics. 
Rather, it came into existence because the granting agencies, particularly in 
Ottawa, decided at a certain point that they would not make grants of certain 
kinds, unless the application was accompanied by a statement from. a 
university committee on human ethics that the University had looked at and 
was prepared to certify that the research in question met appropriate 
standards. Dr. O'Brien suggested that perhaps Senate might be interested in 
hearing, in six or eight months hence, what had developed in this area. 


80-8-11 


80-8-12 


80-8-13 


Appointments 


Steering Committee Elections 


Dr. O'Brien explained the mandate and membership of the Steering 
Committee and the procedures for the election of faculty members to the 
Committee. With respect to the appointment of student members to the 
Steering Committee, Dr. O'Brien explained that the usual practice was to 
ask student Senators to propose to Senate the names of two student 
members. Normally this would be done for the October meeting, since 
student members of Senate were not usually appointed early enough in 
September to allow the students to get together for the purpose of making a 
selection, which could be dealt with at this meeting. Dr. O'Brien also 
advised that the Steering Committee meetings are traditionally held once a 
month at 8:30 a.m., Tuesday-mornings, in room A*D-221, Loyola 
Campus. 


The list of eligible faculty members, which had been prepared by the 
Secretary in the form of a ballot, (document US-80-8-DI), was circulated to 
the Senators. 


With respect to the counting of the ballots, Dr. O'Brien advised that at its 
meeting of December 14, 1979, Senate adopted a rule which stated that 
"following the first ballot, in each category the candidates with the lowest 
number of votes shall be eliminated until the number remaining is equal to 
twice the number of vacancies - Where a tie among candidates prevents this 
elimination, the next ballot shall include the tied candidates." 


Mr. Ken Adams, University Registrar, and Mr. Brian Counihan, Dean of 
Students, Loyola Campus, agreed to collect and count the ballots. 


In response to a question concerning electing a student representative to the 
Steering Committee, Dr. O'Brien advised if the student members of Senate 
wished to propose a motion to elect a particular person to the Steering 
Committee, it would be in order to do so. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MS. PICCIANO, SECONDED BY MS. 
COLAVINCENZO, THAT MR. JOHN REVAY BE ELECTED TO THE 
STEERING COMMITTEE. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


It was agreed to continue with the next agenda item while the faculty 
election ballots were being counted. 


Standing Committees of Senate 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BHATNAGAR, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE 
FELLOWSHIPS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS COMMITTEE, 


80-8-14 


80-8-15 


80-8-16 


AND THE LIBRARY COMMITTEE (DOCUMENT US-80-8-D2), BE 
APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 

IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. MALIK, 
THAT PROF. R. ALLISON, FACULTY OF FINE ARTS, AND PROF. J. 
MACALUSO, FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, BE APPOINTED 
TO THE CONCORDIA COUNCIL ON STUDENT LIFE (DOCUMENT 
US-80-8-D2). 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Advisory Search Committee 


With respect to the Advisory Search Committee, Vice-Rector, 
Administration and Finance, Dr. O'Brien advised that Graham Martin's 
term as Vice-Rector ends in May 1981 and in the usual fashion, an advisory 
search committee is established to make a recommendation to the Board of 
Governors, on the next five-year period. He explained that the membership 
of the Committee included two full-time faculty members to be named by 
Senate. In such cases, the practice has been for the Steering Committee to 
propose to Senate the names of the individuals that it was recommending for 
appointment. Steering Committee was proposing that Prof. O.A. Pekau and 
Prof. B. Williams, be appointed to the Advisory Search Committee, 
Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, (document US-80-8-D2). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MANGAT, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BHATNAGAR, THAT PROF. O.A. PEKAU, FACULTY OF 
ENGINEERING, AND PROF. B. WILLIAMS, FACULTY OF ARTS 
AND SCIENCE, BE APPOINTED TO THE ADVISORY SEARCH 
COMMITTEE, VICE-RECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE 
(DOCUMENT US-80-8-D2). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Senate Appeals Committee 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to document US-80-8-D3, which 
contained the names of three people being proposed by the Steering 
Committee, as members of the Appeals Committee. He explained that in the 
past, Senate had appointed an ad hoc committee to deal with an appeal, as it 
came forward. By and large the appeals have been few in number, but as it 
happens at the moment, three appeals have been laid with Senate and the 
Steering Committee felt that it would be appropriate to ask Senate to appoint 
a single ad hoc committee to deal with all three appeals and to report to 
Senate on them. He also advised that last Spring, the question as to whether 
or not it might be necessary or appropriate for Senate to appoint an appeals 
committee on a more continuing basis, was brought up. While perhaps that 
might be the case and Senate might well come back to that question during 
the present year, at the moment there were three appeals which had been laid 


80-8-17 


80-8-18 


80-8-19 


and which should be dealt with and consequently, the recommendation was 
to appoint a committee to deal with those appeals and leave the general 
question for a little while longer, in order to acquire a little more experience 
as to what may really be necessary. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GROSS, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, 
THAT PROF. KIRPALANI, PROF. STELCNER, AND MR. REVAY, BE 
APPOINTED TO THE APPEALS COMMITTEE (DOCUMENT 
US-80-8-D3). 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Revision to the Membership of Senate 


Dr. O'Brien advised that document US-80-8-D4 was a proposal to 
recommend to the Board of Governors a change in the Membership of 
Senate. He explained that essentially this was a tidying up operation, to take 
account of the fact that the position of Vice-Rector and Principal of Loyola 
Campus, no longer existed. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. DANIEL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
KORNBLATT, THAT SENATE RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS THAT SECTION XII, ARTICLE 36 OF THE BY-LAWS 
OF CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY, BE CHANGED TO READ - "THE 
SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY SHALL BE COMPOSED OF 
FIFTY-NINE (59) PERSONS, THUS:", AND THAT ARTICLE 36, ITEM 
(c), BE DELETED (DOCUMENT US-80-8-D4) 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Revisions to the Membership of the Fine Arts Faculty Council 


Prof. Gross advised that a motion to revise the membership of the Fine Arts 
Faculty Council would be considered by Council at its meeting of October 
4, 1980, and would be presented to Senate for the next meeting. 


Steering Committee Elections (cont) 


Dr. O'Brien announced that Prof. Kirpalani, Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, Prof. G.D. Xistris, Faculty of Engineering, and Prof. G. 
Gross, Faculty of Fine Arts, had been elected to the Steering Committee. 


With respect to members from the Faculty of Arts and Science, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that no one had been elected on the first round of balloting. For the 
second round, the names remaining on the list were Professors Adams, 
Bhatnagar, Kornblatt and McEvenue. 


It was agreed to proceed to the next agenda item while the ballots were 
being collected and counted. 


80-8-20 


Structures for Computer Science 


Dr. O'Brien explained that last year the Department of Computer Science 
raised with Senate the question of the structures in the area of Computer 
Science. Senate authorized Prof. Whitelaw, as a Task Force of one, to look 
into the question and, following consultations, to make a report on the 
matter. Document US-80-8-D6 was the report from Prof. Whitelaw. He 
further advised that the Report was sent to-the Engineering Faculty Council 
and the response from that Council was contained in document 
US-80-8-D10. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented the Report on Structures for Computer Science, 
(document US-80-8-D6), and explained the recommendations contained 
therein. 


Concerning the formulation of a general motion on the matter, Dr. O'Brien 
suggested that an appropriate motion would be to approve the 
recommendations in the Report and to recommend to the Board of 
Governors those items that require Board approval. However, he felt that at 
this point there should be a general discussion, in order to see what 
concerns there might be, before an actual motion was made. If the 
discussion turned out to be particularly complex, it might be more useful to 
sub-divide and have a series of motions. 


Prof. C. Giguere presented and explained the response from the 
Engineering Faculty Council (document US-80-8-D1O), on the Report on 
-Structures, for Computer Science. Concerning Council's recommendation 
that student representation be added to the proposed pub-committee of 
U.C.C.C., Prof. Giguere stated that given that the sub-committee would be 
acting as a University review body and even as an initiator in the area of 
computer science, which was something that the former Computer Science 
Committee of Senate was not mandated to do, and in keeping with the 
composition of U.C.C.C. itself, the feeling was that there should be student 
representation on the sub-committee. He advised that the Engineering 
Faculty Counci.1 endorsed Prof. Whitelaw's Report, subject to Council's 
recommendation on student representation on the sub-committee. 


Concern was expressed over item 5.3 (page 7, document US-80-8-D6), it 
being wondered whether or not the proposed Sub-Committee of U.C.C.C. 
would be an adequate body to allow students, faculty and staff within the 
University who have to do with computing, to come together to deal with 
questions that relate pretty generally to the applications of computers to our 
culture and in particular, to potential developments in this area. 


It was explained that we have had the experience of a highly 
interdisciplinary body, the Computer Science Committee, for over seven 
years. That Committee was established in order to create some kind of 
interaction, not only in the academic programmes, but throughout the whole 
University. The reason why the Report was authorized, and indeed, the 
reason why the subject was now coming under discussion, was that the 
experiment failed miserably because we tried to express in an administrative 


structure, a concept which was, in fact, above the administrative level. The 
end result was that the Computer Science Committee lost its credibility, 
because it belonged to' everyone but to no one and it isolated the Computer 
Science Department from the administrative structure and in fact, created a 
feeling of isolation within the Department itself. The proposal now before 
Senate was an attempt to integrate the Computer Science Department into the 
administrative structure of the University, so that Computer Science faculty 
members become, in a real sense, full members of the University. It was 
further stated that there was absolutely no contradiction between what was 
expressed in the above-mentioned concern and the kind of structure that was 
being proposed. That was, there was absolutely no reason why, once 
Computer Science had its place in the University, that the suggested 
interdisciplinary activity, both on the research and the teaching level, could 
not be built on top of it. The feeling was also expressed that the role of 
Computer Science and the cooperation within the University would be 
expanded within the proposed structure, simply because Computer Science 
would have an actual main-line position in the University and would come 
out of the kind of isolation that it has tended to live in, under an 
interdisciplinary structure. 


With respect to the membership of the Sub-Committee of U.C.C.C., Senate 
was advised that at the appropriate time in the meeting, an amendment 
would be proposed that, in effects. three students be added to the 
Sub-Committee, one of whom must be enrolled in the Computer Science 
programme. 


Concern was voiced over the fact that there did not appear to be any 
provision for representation from the Social Sciences in the membership of 
the Sub-Committee. 


It was explained that the proposed membership of the Sub-Committee 
included representation from those areas which were very directly involved. 
While it was true that the former Computer Science Committee included a 
representative from Arts and Science, apart from representation from 
Mathematics, the main concern with the composition of the Sub-Committee 
was to keep its membership within manageable size. Also, in view of the 
fact that this was a Sub-Committee of a committee in which all of the 
various areas were represented, it was felt that if it should turn out that the 
Sub-Committee was not doing the job that it was supposed to do, input 
from other areas could be achieved through U.C.C.C. itself. 


The feeling was expressed that it would not unduly increase the membership 
of the Sub-Committee if two faculty members from Social Sciences or 
Humanities, were included. 


In response to a question concerning Recommendation 3, that the name of 
the Faculty be changed to "Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science", 
It was explained that if the Computer Science students were receiving 
Bachelor of Engineering degree, the name of the Faculty might well have 
remained as the Faculty of Engineering. Me fact however, was that there 
were two distinct degrees, the B.Eng. degree and the B.Comp.Sc. degree 


and it was argued that the title of the Faculty should reflect the two degrees, 
as was the case in the. Faculty of Commerce and Administration. 


It was stated that one was in agreement with a distinction that was made 
earlier about the difference in scope between administering Computer 
Science and considering it from the point of view of a broader cultural and 
intellectual responsibility of the University. It was argued that passing the 
recommendations as they now stood in document US-80.-8-D6, would 
make It more difficult to have work done in the area of Computer Science 
that was not, in fact, handled by the administration of the Department. The 
feeling was expressed that perhaps it should be handled in something like a 
Computer Science college. Also, the fear was expressed that in putting it 
under Engineering, people would spontaneously laugh at the concept of 
turning that "science" directly to its cultural applications, its cultural effects, 
and its cultural meanings and one would like some assurance that the 
Faculty of Engineering would remain open to a specifically cultural 
orientation to the development of Computer Science and technology. 


The feeling was expressed that the discussion seemed to be centering more 
on the administrative accommodation of Computer Science, rather than on 
pedagogical accommodation. Also, as had been stated earlier, the discipline 
was such that it could expand in one way or another over the next ten years 
and it was suggested that to change-the name of the Faculty of Engineering 
to the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, might prejudice the 
development of Computer Science at Concordia University over the next 
several years. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that his feelings of uncertainty about the future 
development of Computer Science, were in the context of his opening 
remark that what was being proposed was not the perfect solution. 
Nonetheless, he still felt that it was the best solution for the foreseeable 
future. He also stated that this was not a major point in his introductory 
remarks. He further emphasized that, after having gone the rounds, he 
could not find a better alternative to what was being proposed and it seemed 
to be the best possible solution, even though it may have inconveniences 
and even though the discipline may possibly develop in ways which could 
not be foreseen at the moment.. Since we cannot foresee that development at 
the present time, it would be very difficult to find another structure that 
would take that into account. 


In response to a concern expressed over the potential proliferation of 
Computer Science courses which the proposed structure might lead to, it 
was argued that the Standing Sub-Committee of U.C.C.C., which perhaps 
might be enlarged to give it a wider representation from the University 
community, should be the body that keeps itself abreast of the developments 
in Computer Science and what the needs of the various departments and 
units within the University are for it. 


The feeling was expressed that, while one recognized the problem in having 
a committee which was too cumbersome, nonetheless the Standing 
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80-8-22 
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Sub-committee should be enlarged slightly to provide some representation 
from the social sciences and humanities. 


It was stated that the main qualm that some people seemed to have, was 
over the near or growing universality of computer science. While it was true 
that this was happening, the answer to this concern was that there were 
other near universal disciplines, such as mathematics, philosophy, etc., 
where their location or position has not prevented them from being useful to 
other segments of the University. It was further stated that there have been 
problems associated with the existing structure and the basic structure 
suggested in the Report (document US-80-8-D6)_ would cure those 
problems. 


Insofar as an appropriate motion was concerned, Dr. O'Brien suggested that 
the recommendations be voted on separately and in the following order: 
recommendation 1, 2, 3, 5, 4, 6 and 7. He explained that in the discussion 
that has taken place, the only area where obvious amendments would be 
immediately forthcoming, was in the area of the membership of the 
proposed Sub-Committee and consequently, he was suggesting that the 
matter of the membership of the Sub-Committee be left towards the end of 
the sequence of motions. If the membership can be clarified on the spot, that 
would be fine; however, it may be desirable to postpone a decision on the 
membership to the next meeting of Senate, in order to allow time to reflect 
on the problems of balance. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY DEAN 
FRENCH, THAT RECOMMENDATION E.1., (PAGE 6, DOCUMENT 
US-80-8-D6), BE APPROVED AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD 
OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY DR. 
DANIEL, THAT RECOMMENDATION E. 2., (PAGE 6, DOCUMENT 
US-80-8-D6), BE APPROVED AND RECOMENDED TO THE BOARD 
OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT RECOMMENDATION E. 3, (PAGE 6, DOCUMENT 
US-80-8-D6), BE APPROVED AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD 
OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien proposed, contrary to what he had suggested earlier, that 
Senate proceed to vote on Recommendation E.4., but excluding the 
membership of the Sub-Committee. That was, the decision would be to 
establish such a committee, but to leave its membership open for the 
moment. He also pointed out that this Committee would be under the 


80-8-24 


authority of Senate and therefore, that there would be no need for this item 
to be approved by the Board of Governors. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY DR. 
DANIEL, THAT RECOMMENDATION E.4., EXCLUDING THE 
MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE BE APPROVED (PAGES 6 AND 
7, DOCUMENT US-80-8-D6). 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GROSS, SECONDED BY 
DEAN SWAMY, THAT THE WORD "RESEARCH" BE ADDED TO THE 
FIRST LINE, RECOMMENDATION E.4., (DOCUMENT US-80-8-D6). 


It was argued that it would be a departure for U.C.C.C., or one of its 
sub-committees, to have a mandate related to research. 


Dean Swamy stated that perhaps he had been a bit too quick in seconding 
the amendment. He agreed with the above comment that U.C.C.C. does not 
coordinate research as such and he felt that the amendment might be setting a 
dangerous precedent. However, he also felt that research might be included 
in the mandate of the Committee, but in the context of the development of 
Computer Science as a field, as opposed to coordination of course offerings 
and programmes. 


Prof. Whitelaw drew Senate's attention to Recommendation E.,5.3., 
concerning the mandate of the Committee (page 7, document US-80-8-D6), 
which, he suggested, implied that the door would not be shut to other 
activities. He had inserted item 5.3 in the hope that it would cover anything 
that had not been thought out. 


Dean Swamy suggested that perhaps item E.5.3., might be changed to read 
"In general, to encourage the coordinated development of Computer 
Science, including "research", in the University". He stated that that would 
be fine as a general mandate, but he felt that it should not be left to the 
Sub-Committee to coordinate research. He further advised that since he 
jumped too quickly in seconding the amendment, he wished to repeat his 
previous statement that he did not feel that it was appropriate that the word 
"research" be added to the first line in Recommendation E.4. 


Support was voiced for Dean Swamy's suggestion, it being argued that to 
include "research" under item E.4., would create an impossible situation, in 
that a committee could not do something that was outside its jurisdiction. 
That was, the Sub-Committee could not recommend to U.C.C.C. on 
research, because U.C.C.C. itself could not recommend to Senate on 
research. It was suggested that "research" should not be written into the 
Sub-Committee's mandate, but rather, a statement might be inserted 
elsewhere, to the effect that "it is hoped that the bringing together of faculty 
and students from across the University, will result in the development of 
coordinated "research projects". 


In. response to a question, Dean Swamy advised that if it would shorten the 
discussion, he would withdraw his seconding of the amendment. 
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Dr. O'Brien expressed the feeling that the point that was being raised might 
be more effectively pursued under item E.5., on page 7, document 
US-80-8-D6, and if an appropriate mandate was found to cover the concern, 
the discussion could Be resumed when we reached that item. 


HE RULED THAT SINCE THE SECONDING OF THE AMENDMENT 
HAD BEEN WITHDRAWN, THERE WAS NO AMENDMENT BEFORE 
SENATE AT THE MOMENT. 


Senate agreed to the suggestion that the phrase "'in order to provide 
coordination of programme and course offerings in Computer Science and 
computer-related areas-across the University," be deleted from 
Recommendation E.4., (-page 6, document US-80-8-D6). The 
Recommendation would now read "That a standing sub-committee of the 
University Curriculum Coordinating Committee be created," etc. 


THE MOTION TO APPROVE RECOMMENDATION E.4., AS 
CHANGED, AND EXCLUDING THE MEMBERSHIP, WAS VOTED 
ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
FANCOTT, THAT RECOMMENDATION E.5., (PAGE 7, DOCUMENT 
US-80-8-D6), BE APPROVED. 


Concerning item 3, Recommendation E.5., it was suggested that the words 
"In general" and "coordinated" be removed, the feeling being expressed that 
in the first instance the phrase was frequently interpreted as implying that 
one did not really mean what was stated in a particular item, and in the 
second instance the word was not necessary because it appeared in many 
places throughout the document. It was also suggested that the phrase "and 
facilitate" be included in the Recommendation. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED 
BY DR. DANIEL, THAT RECOMMENDATION E.5.3., (PAGE 7, 
DOCUMENT US-80-8-D6), BE CHANGED TO READ "TO 
ENCOURAGE AND FACILITATE THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
COMPUTER SCIENCE IN THE UNIVERSITY. 


The feeling was expressed that to delete the phrase "In general" from item 
5.3, would imply that items 5.1 and 5.2. would not in fact encourage and 
facilitate the development of Computer Science in the University. 


It was suggested that the debate on Recommendation E.5. be postponed 
until the question of representation on the Sub-Committee had been 
discussed, it being argued that there was a direct link between the two 
issues. That was if the representation on the Sub-Committee was limited, it 
would have a definite implication insofar as the motion on the floor was 
concerned, be-cause the motion as presently worded, covered all 
computer-related course. 


The feeling was expressed that the word "coordinated" in item 5.3., 
envisages the use of Computer Science related to other departments such as 
Sociology, etc., in the sense that there would be some kind of interaction 
and it was suggested therefore, that the wording of item 5.3. should remain 
as stated in document US-80-8-D6. 


It was explained that the proposed amendment was simply an attempt to 
indicate that under item 5.3. of the mandate, the Sub-Committee was Being 
given a role that was different from the normal role of the Curriculum 
Coordinating Committee, which coordinated in a restrictive, rather than in an 
encouraging or developmental sense. Also, the phrase "to encourage and 
facilitate the development, etc.", which was not restrictive, was about as far 
as one could go towards satisfying the need to foster the intellectual and 
cultural development of Computer Science. 


It was wondered whether, in fact, there was any need to have item 5.3. it 
being argued that what was contained in item 5.3. was already covered in 
items 5.1. and 5.2. 


It was explained that items 5.1 and 5.2 covered specifically only 
submissions from departments. That was, there was no active role under 
those two items, nor had it been the function of U.C.C.C. up to this point, 
to have an active role. This was now being proposed under item 5.3. 


It was stated that one was sympathetic to the thrust of the above comment 
and it was suggested that perhaps item 5.3 might be changed to read "to 
encourage the coordinated development of the area of Computer Science in 
the University." The inclusion of the words "the area", would distinguish it 
from the simple technical integration of departmental offerings. 


It was further suggested that a possible solution to items 5.3., would be to 
replace the word "coordinated" with the word "rational". 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that, given the number of various proposals that have 
been put forward to change the wording of item 5.3., it might be preferable 
to adjourn the adoption of this particular section of the Report until the next 
meeting of Senate and to attempt in the interim, to come up with- an 
appropriate proposal. 


Again, it was argued that the nature of the membership of the Sub- 
Committee was interrelated with the functions of the Committee and it would 
Be extremely difficult to vote on one element and not on the other. If we 
expand its membershiip to include representatives from the Social Sciences 
and Humanities, that would make item 5.3 more meaningful as part of the 
mandate. On the other hand, if the membership was restricted, as outlined in 
item 4, one would conceive of the Sub-Committee as having some very 
specific function, as spelled out in items 5.1 and 5.2, and if that was the 
case, some other method or body would have to be found to fulfill the 
function of encouraging and facilitating the development of Computer 
Science in the University and coordinating interests from other departments 
and other Faculties. 


It was stated that Senate seemed to be hung up on a semantic problem, 
relative to the sense, of item 5.3, and it was suggested that perhaps that 
man-date should be changed to read "to assure an adequate forum for 
consideration of proposals from other Faculties in the University, relating to 
joint problems involving Computer Science." That was, it would be an 
assurance that the Sub-Committee would be a forum through which these 
proposals would get adequate consideration. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there seemed to be some interest in the approach 
suggested above, and if the mover of the amendment which was presently 
on the. floor, was prepared to withdraw the amendment, a formal 
amendment along the lines proposed above could be made. 


THE MOVER AGREED THAT THE AMENDMENT BE WITHDRAWN. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CURNEW, SECONDED 
BY PROF. MCEVENUE, THAT RECOMMENDATION E.5.3., (PAGE 7, 
DOCUMENT US-80-8-D6), BE CHANGED TO READ "TO ASSURE AN 
ADEQUATE FORUM FOR CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSALS FROM 
ALL FACULTIES IN THE UNIVERSITY, RELATING TO JOINT 
PROGRAMMES INVOLVING COMPUTER SCIENCE." 


It was agreed that the word "adequate" be deleted from the amendment what 
will be contained in item 5.3 once it is formulated. 


In response to the above, Dr. O'Brien advised that the Standing Sub- 
Committee would not come into being until the matter of item 5.3 was 
decided one way or another. What Senate was dealing with was not the 
possibility of having a Committee which would only have the mandate as 
spelled out in items 5.1 and 5.2, but rather, we were dealing with the 
question of whether it was expedient to pass items 5.1 and 5.2 at this 
meeting, as opposed to the next meeting. 


It was pointed out that although the Senate has voted the Standing 
Sub-Committee into existence Senate has not yet voted on its membership. 
That meant, in effect that the Committee could not come into existence at 
least until the next meeting and since, to a certain extent, the mandate of the 
Committee would depend on the kind of membership that we end up with-, 
one would prefer to settle the question of membership before we finalize the 
mandate. 


The feeling was expressed that, given the amount of concern and curiosity 
that students have in general about computers and their potential scope in 
the- future, somewhere along the line Concordia would find itself in the. 
position of having to decide, in a formal process, the relevance of computers 
in society, and the University would have to try to design a group to discuss 
that as a basic issue. It was argued that when the time comes to deal with 
that particular issue, it would really make no difference. what mandate we 
now assign to the Standing Sub-Committee.. because that Committee would 
have to decide on another structure, be: it a Task Force. or some other 
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committee, to deal with that question as a general theme. That was much of 
the present discussion was not particularly relevant and it really made no 
difference what we adopted insofar as item 5.3, because when we reached 
the point of tackling the question of the relevance of computers in society, 
the mandate would be changed, 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SINGER, 43ECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT RECOMMENDATION E.5, (PAGE 7, DOCUMENT 
US-80-8-D6), BE TABLED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


In response to a question concerning those items in document US-80-8-D6 
that required approval by the Board of Governors, Dr. O'Brien advised that 
if Senate was prepared at this point to pass Recommendation E.7, page 8, 
document US-80-8-D6, we would have the complete package of items that 
needed to be submitted to the Board. The question of the membership and 
mandate of the Standing Sub-Committee, which did not require Board 
approval, could then be dealt with at the next meeting of Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
FANCOTT, THAT RECOMMENDATION E.7 (PAGE 8, DOCUMENT 
US-80-8-D6), BE APPROVED, AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD 
OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


Dean Taddeo stated that he wished to ask a question pertaining to 
Recommendation E.6, which may affect what Senate submitted to the Board 
of Governors, and if the item was going to be tabled, he would not be able 
to put his question. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that he was personally inclined to table the rest of the 
document, including sending this matter to the Board, for a month.. 


It was argued that since we had already approved Recommendation E.1 and 
E.2, if we did not approve Recommendation E-7., we would, in effect, be 
leaving the Computer Science Committee out on a limb. That was, because 
of what we had passed, the Computer Science Committee had now no 
reason for its existence and it would be a contradiction in terms, not to 
disband the Committee. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that it was becoming increasingly clear to him that one of 
the elements in the discussion was a push to turn the mandate of the 
Standing Sub-Committee into something much resembling what the 
Computer Science. Committee itself was supposed to do, but in fact, did not 
do. In that sense, the various items in the Recommendations have been 
interrelated. He did not think that it was true that it would be a quite 
satisfactorily separated package, to have the Board make this set of changes 
and then find that Senate has, under another heading, recreated the 
Computer Science Committee. While it was possible that that may end up 
being what eventually happens, nonetheless, even if the Recommendations 
which Senate passed at this meeting went to the Board of Governors, he 
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would be inclined to recommend to the Board that It not act upon them until 
Senate completed sorting out what it wanted the resulting structure for 
Computer Science to be. 


TT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SINGER, SECONDED BY DEAN SIMON, 
THAT THE MOTION TO APPROVE RECOMMENDATION E.7, BE 
TABLED. 


- THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 
Dr. O'Brien stated that he assumed that Agenda item VIII - Report on the 
Structure for Computer Science, was now tabled for further debate at the 
next meeting. 

in response to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that CUSA would not be 
considered negligent in its duties if it did not name student representatives to 
the present Computer Science Committee. 


Steering Committee Elections (continued) 


Dr. O'Brien announced that Prof. Kornblatt and Prof. McEvenue had been 
elected to the Steering Committee. 


Academic Time-tables 


Concerning the Academic Time-tables, (document US-80-8-D7), Dr. 
O'Brien explained that this item was on the Agenda not because Senate 
approved the time-tables annually, but rather, Because of a debate last year 
concerning the introduction of a study week. At that time, Senate considered 
a student proposal concerning a break in the second term and in a straw 
vote, Senate indicated its preference for attempting to have a full week's 
break in the middle of the second term and letting slip whatever else had to 
slip, in the various constraints, in order to make that possible. The matter 
was to be brought back to Senate so that Senate could see what it actually 
meant in practice, if a full week were inserted. The document, (US- 
80-8-D7) had been worked out and was now being presented to Senate for 
its consideration. 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to the fact that there were no study days 
between the end of classes and the beginning of examinations. The reason 
was Because the. two or three days that had been habitually scheduled at that 
time of the year, had instead been moved up into the mid-term break. He 
further advised that it had been a rule to have examinations end by May 1, 
and he drew Senate's attention to the fact that with the mid-term break, 
examinations would end on May 3, in 1982/83 and 1985/86, and on May 7, 
in 1983/84. This was specifically discussed at Senate last year and the 
student representatives at that time stated the opinion that they would rather, 
if necessary, have the examination period end late, if that was the price, for 
having a full week's break at mid-term. With respect to the Convocation 
dates, he pointed out that these tended to slip about a week later than what 
had been the recent general practice. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien confirmed that the policy that 
examinations could not be held during the last week of classes, was 
reaffirmed last year and would still stand independently of any decision 
taken with respect to the mid-term break. 


It was suggested that it would be in Senate's best interest to adopt document 
US-80-8-D7 as rapidly as possible, because if it delayed doing so, given the 
enthusiastic student reactions, the chances were that a committee would be 
set up to consider and recommend a similar break in the first term. 


Concerning possible implications for the summer term, Mr. Adams advised 
that there would be no problem with the coming summer session which 
would begin on May 12. However, he was concerned with the one week 
delay in informing students of their academic status at the end of term. 
Presently, given the time necessary to carry out the evaluation process, 
reports were sent out around the beginning of July and with the mid-term 
break, this would be delayed another week. This in turn would delay the 
Faculty readmission interviews and possibly the beginning of the winter 
session. 


It was stated that, from the student point of view, implementation of the 
mid-term break would probably create, in the short-term, more pressure on 
the present student data system and the more pressure there is to revamp that 
whole system, the better off the students in the University would be. 


Responding to a question concerning possible overlapping of Carnival Week 
with the mid-term break, Dr. O'Brien advised that among the days thrown in 
to make the mid-term break possible, was the so-called Rector's Holiday, 
which has usually been lined up with the Carnival period. This would 
therefore seem to carry the logical consequence that "study week" was- also 
Carnival Week. He further stated that it was certainly the implication in the 
discussion last year that that was the mid-winter Break and that there was 
not a second break or even a second day on which-classes were cancelled. 
At the same time, it would be possible to have Carnival simultaneously with 
classes, but without the traditional day being cancelled for Carnival. 


It was argued that basically what the proposal was suggesting was simply 
gathering together the scattered days that we have had up until now, i.e. the 
seminar days and the Rector's Holiday, and merely adding two days to them 
in order to give the students a one week break. Experience at other 
Universities, particularly in Ontario, was that this had been found to be a 
very positive and satisfactory practice. 


It was pointed out that the Ontario Universities which had adopted a 
mid-term break had also reduced the term by one week. That was, they 
operated on the basis of a twelve, rather than a thirteen, week basis. 


It was stated that last year we discussed philosophically about the concept of 
a study week. For the first time we now had some hard data in front of us, 
(Document US-80-8-D7), and it was argued that it would be appropriate that 


the document be taken back to the various Faculties, departments, student 
associations, etc., so that we would be in a position to achieve a greater 
consensus. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the document could be tabled to the October 
meeting of Senate, but it would have to be dealt with at that time at the latest, 
because of the publication deadlines for the Calendar, unless of course it 
was decided to postpone the whole thing for another year. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. TRUDEL, SECONDED BY MR. REVAY, 
THAT THE MID-TERM BREAK, AS INDICATED BY THE 
SCHEDULES SET OUT IN DOCUMENT US-80-8-D7, BE ADOPTED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MORRIS, THAT THE DOCUMENT , (US-80-8-D7 ) BE TABLED TO 
THE NEXT MEETING OF SENATE. 


- THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS-VOTED ON AND WAS NOT 
CARRIED - 


It was argued that it would very unfortunate to vote on the main motion at 
this time, because while one was not against the idea of having a mid-term 
break, one was opposed to voting for something that has not really been 
properly brought before the Faculties, departments, etc. It was further stated 
that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, because of pressures 
from faculty and students, has been looking into the possibility of having a 
trimester system and, in the context of the information contained in 
document US-80-8-D7, the implications for that system were very strong. 
Consequently, if the motion was to be voted on now, one- would be forced 
to vote against something that one strongly Believed in. 


It was stated that when the student survey was undertaken, it was clearly 
pointed out that the adoption of a study week might mean that the term 
would have to be extended by a few days. Even with that as a given 
possibility, there was an overwhelming response to the questionnaire in 
favor of having a Break. It was also argued that passing the motion which 
was now on the. floor, would not preclude the fact that, if the University 
should decide to adopt a trimester system, the study break could be 
eliminated. 


In response to a suggestion that the mover and seconder withdraw the 
motion in order to allow for consultation between now and the next Senate 
meeting, Dr. O'Brien advised that he would have to rule the suggestion out 
of order because there had been a clear expression by Senate of a wish to 
vote on the proposal at this meeting. 


It was wondered whether it would be possible by amendment, to accept the 
proposal for the next year only. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that it would certainly be possible to do so, and it 
would then have to come back to Senate at some point, in order to resolve 
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the question for the longer term. This would mean that the Calendar would 
go to print for 1981-82, and the matter would be closed. We might then 
decide, even in a month from now, to adopt the proposal on a permanent 
basis. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SIMON, SECONDED BY 
PROF. CURNEW, THAT THE APPROVAL OF THE PROPOSAL BE 
FOR THE YEAR 1981/82 ONLY, (DOCUMENT US-80-8-D7). 


It was understood that an attempt would be made to get a permanent decision 
quickly, for the future years. 


In response to a comment, Dr. O'Brien assured Senate that the permanent 
question would be brought back before Senate this term, to try to get it 
resolved, although he could not guarantee what the decision for the longer 
run would be. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


Next meetings 


The Secretary announced that the next meeting would be a special meeting to 
consider curriculum change proposals. The meeting would be held at 
2:00.p.m., Friday, October 17, 19-80, in the Protestant School Board of 
Greater Montreal. There would also be a "Closed" meeting at 9:30 a.m., 
Thursday, October 30, 1980, in H-769, Hall Building, to consider the Fall 
19-80 Graduation Lists. The next regular meeting would be held at 
2:00.p.m., Friday, October 31, 1980, in the Protestant School Board of 
Greater Montreal. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:05 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


